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Tlic llxaniiner rejected claini 5 under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph. 

The Examiner rcjcoled claims 1-4. 6-16 and 1 8-25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
bcinjj impatcnluble over US Pat No 5,819,251 issued to Kremer et al. (hereafler Kremcr *25 1), 

The Exaxnincr rejected claims 5 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
iinpalcntable over Kremer '251 in view of Pub No US 2003/02001 97 issued to Long et al. 
(hereafter Long * 197). 

Applicants rcspeclfuUy iravereo the §1 12 and §103 rejections with the following 
arguments. 
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35 u.sx:.gi i2 

Tho Rxaininer rejecLcd claim 5 iii\dcr 35 U.S,C. §1 12, second paragmph. The Examiner 
argues: **Claim 5 recites "wherein if a plurality of access control groups arc associated with a Bivcii 
instance then each such access control group of tlic plurality of access control groups has an 
independent level of access control relating to the given instance/' The scope of (ho present 
invention cannot be dotcmiincd as it is not clear whether applicant is claiming a plurality of access 
control groups,** 

la response to the preceding argument by the Examiner, Applicants contend that the 
preceding /eatnrc of claim 5 is a conditional feature via the "if... then " language. Applicants 
niaintfiin thnt such conditional features are not in violation of 35 U,S,C. §112, second paragraph. 
Api)lie;mls note lhat there arc thousands of issued patents having similar conditional features. 

Based on the preceding argument^ Applicants assert that the rejection of claim 5 under 35 
U.S.C. §112, second paragraph is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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The Kxiimincr rejected claims 1-4, 6-16 and 18-25 under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as allegedly 
being iiupnteutable over US Pat No 5,819,251 issued lo Kremcr et al (hereafter Krcnicr '251). 

Applicants respcctrully contend that claims 1,13, and 25 are not unpatentable over 
Krcnicr *251, because Kremcr '251 docs not teach or suggest each and every feature of claims 1, 
13, and 25. 

As a first cxajnplc illustrating that Kremcr '251 docs not teach or suggest each and every 
feature ofebims 1,13, and 25, Krcnier '25 1 does not teach or suggest the following feature of 
claim 1 (eind similarly for claims 13 and 25): "creating the template based on design information, 
said creating the template implemented by a tcmjilatc manager". 

The Rxaminer argues thai Kremer *25 1 discloses: "creating the template [data dictionary 
130» Fig 3, col 8, lines 53-60 and col 0, lines 1-7] based on design infomiation, said creating ihc 
icmpl.iic implornciUcd by a template manager [Rf^MS 18, Fig 2]*". In other words, the Examiner 
argues that the data dictionary 130 is a template that is created by the template manager of RDMS 
IK, 

hi response. Applicants contend tliat Kremcr docs not discloso that the RDMS 18 creates 
the (lata dictionary 130. In fact, ICrcmer discloses only the existence of tlie data dictionary 1 30, 
Kremer is totally silent as to who creates the data dictionary, and Kremcr is totally silent as to 
how the data dictionary is created. 
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As a second example illiisti'ating lhal Kremcr *251 docs not teach or suggest each and 
cveiy feature of claims 1, 13^ and 25, Kremcr *251 does not teach or suggest the following 
fealure of claim I (ami similarly for claims 13 and 25): "storing the template in a template 
ni£»nagor database, Siiid storing the tcinplaLo implemented by Ihc template manager'*. 

The Examiner argues that Kremcr '251 discloses: '^storing the template in a template 
manager database, said storing the template implemented by the template manager [col 8, lines 
53-60]", 

hi 3'csponsc, Applicants contend that the Examiner has not identified a template manager 
database in Kremcr *251 . Applicants note that col 8, liJics 53-60 of Kremcr *251 identify only the 
data diclionaiy 130 which the Examiner has previously identified as the template of claims 1,13, 
and 25. Applicants assert that col 8, lines 53-60 of Kremcr '251 does not identify a template 
maiuiger daiahase. Therefore, based on the Examiner's assertion that the data dictionary 1 30 is a 
tcmph^tc, it is clear that Ihc data dictionary 130 cannot be a template manager database, 

In addition, claims 1,13, and 25 require storing the template in Ihc template manager < 
dalabi^sc. and co! 8, lines 53-60 of Kremcr *251 docs not disclose storing the template. Col 8, 
lines 53-60 of Kremer *251 discloses storing only preferences for non-relational data components 
which is not the template according to the Examiner, since the Examiner has identified the data 
diciionnry 130 as the template. 

As a second example illustrating that Kremcr '251 does not teach or suggest each and 
every fealurc of claims I, 13, and 25, Kremer '251 docs not teach or suggest the following 
features ofclaim 1 (and similarly for claims 13 and 25): "generating tho N instances based on the 
tcriiploic and on control information for the N instances, said control infonnation including 

09/966,246 12 
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configuration control infonnation, said configuration control information identifying N locations 
corresponding to the N instances, said N at least 2, said generating the N instances implemented 
by ll^c ItMUplatc nif^nagcr; storing the N instances in the template manager database, said storing 
the N instances implemented by the template manager; and transmitting the N instances to the 
corresponding N locations, said trans^mitling the N instances implemented by the Icmplate 
manager". 

The Examiner argues: "Official Notice is taken that the following is well-known and 
expected In the art. generating tlic H instances based on the template and on control information 
for the N instances, S3id control information including configuration control infonnation, said 
configuraiion control information identifying N locations corresponding to the N instances, said 
N at least 2, said generating the N instances implemented by the template manager; storing the N 
instiinccs in tlic template manager database, said storing the N instances implemented by the 
template manager; and transmitting tlie N instances to the corresponding N locations, said 
transmilting tlic N instances implemented by the template manager." . . 

In response. Applicants do not accept the Examiner's allegation of Official Notice, 
Applicants coiittind that what the Examiner alleges is well-known and expected is in fact not 
well-known and expected, The Examiner is obligated to supply references to support what the 
Rxaminor alleges to be well-known and expected. 

hi addition. Applicants contend that the lJxamincr*s argument for modifying Krcmer '252 
is not poi-suasive, Tlio Examiner argues; "The ordinarily skilled artisan would have been 
motivalcd to modify Krcmer '251 per the above for Ihe purpose of making available the RDMS 

09/966,246 13 



PAGE 14/16 * RCVD AT 2/13/2004 1 :43:55 PM [Eastern Standard Timer SVRiUSPTOff^ 



FEB^13-04 FRI 02:04 PM 



FAX NO. 



P. 



a plurality of client sites for tlic particuliir use of the client". In response, Applicant contend 
thai a RDMS coxiltl be naadc available at pluralily of client sites wilhout use of the preceding 
feauircs of claims 1,13, and 25. For example, a RDMS on a central sci-ver may be made 
available 1o a plurality of client workstations or personal computers which arc connected to the 
cenlrrtl server, independent of the preceding features of claims 1,13, and 25, 

Rased on the preceding arguments. Applicants rcspcctflilly maintain that claims 1,13, 
and 25 are not unpatentable over Krcmcr '251, and that claims 1, 13, and 25 are in condition for 
allowance. Since claims 2-12 depend from claim I, Applicants contend that claims 2-12 are . 
likewise in condition for allowance. Since claims 14-24 depend from claim I, Applicants 
contend tiiat claims 14-24 are likewise in condition for allowance. 
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CONCt.tJSTQN 



Based on the preceding arguments. Applicants respcctfliliy believe tliat all pending claims 
aiid the entire application mcel the acceptance criteria for allowance and ihcrelbro request 
Ihvoriiblc action. If the Bxanuncr believes that anytlung ftirlher would be helpful to place the 
npplication in belter condition for allowance, Applicants invites the Examiner to contact 
Applicants' representative at the telephone number listed below. 





j£&k P. Friedman 
RcgLsti-ation No. 44,688 



Schmciscr, Olsen & Walls 
3 I.car Jet Lane, Suite 201 
Lulhani, Now York 12110 
(518) 220-1850 
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